Since their very inception, many of the Soviet successor states have been beset by ethnic violence, crime, trafficking -in arms, drugs and peopleterrorism, poverty, pollution and migration. 1 Most have also faced deeper problems of legitimacy and ideological drift. To a significant extent these pathologies can be traced back to the delegitimisation of the entire Soviet world view, and the lack of any viable replacement. The existence of an institutional vacuum in the post-Soviet geopolitical space has both contributed to such problems and impeded their successful resolution. The post-Soviet states have been forced to rebuild themselves by establishing basic institutions of governance and administration. At the same time the massive legitimacy problems they face call for nation building, along either inclusive/ civic or exclusive/ethnic lines. Moreover, the post-Soviet transition is further complicated by its taking place in the context of globalisation and as such is marked by heightened economic interdependence, technology development and diffusion. A critical question, then, is how the state -understood here in traditional Weberian terms -responds to such challenges, and what the results are for its ability to achieve developmental and political goals while consolidating its own sovereignty.
Barth's terms. 2 It is precisely the validity of these boundaries which is challenged under globalisation. Central to understanding the role of the state in post-Soviet Eurasian security is the recognition of its embeddedness in the overlapping and contradictory processes of cultural flux, state building and nation building.
This chapter investigates both the state in post-Soviet Eurasia as the primary site of institutionalisation and the state's concerted international action in the sphere of security. This investigation requires a major caveat: state-centric approaches to security impose analytical costs by obscuring substate and transnational actors and processes. In particular, state-centric conceptualisations are inadequate for grasping fully the decentralised aspects of control and organisation, because they overlook the social and discursive dimensions of these processes. 3 While this approach is limited in theoretical depth and analytical scope, it is useful for the specific purpose of highlighting the state in its traditional Weberian form, as a uniquely privileged, central, bureaucratic agent driving regional political dynamics and (potentially) managing shared security dilemmas. 4 It has already become well-accepted to note that nations are, as Benedict Anderson famously argued, 'imagined communities'. 5 Not only do its members have to imagine their essential commonality with others, but the characteristics and boundaries of the group must be discursively created. Thus while the term 'nation' implies the existence of some group as a preexisting referent, the group cannot be understood as having a primordial solidarity based on intrinsic characteristics. Rather, national identity consists of the ostensibly shared characteristics which are constructed as being representative of the nation. 6 National identity is rather an intersubjective fiction, because identity formation is not an objective fact based on some manifest material foundation. Thus, its ontological standing is unavoidably flimsy. This in turn makes it essential for national identity to be socially reproduced by its holders.
This 'reproduction' of national identity takes place through an ongoing social discourse which centers on two key markers: historical constitution and normative qualities. The first marker includes claims about who belongs to the group or on what objective social basis the nation coheres; that is, particular ethnic versus all-inclusive civic identity as the basis of citizenship -membership may be defined in terms of specific markers such as language or religion which are more inclusive than ethnicity. Such criteria are more restrictive than a civic identity, which would apply to anyone born within the geographic boundaries of the state. However it is defined, national identity competes with more parochial criteria for membership, such as region, clan or tribe. The obverse of membership inclusion is the delineation of difference and the construction of Others, whether as friends, enemies, or specific value-neutral outsiders. 7 The second, normative marker concerns the fundamental social values of the group as a whole. Such categorisations of identity go beyond the 'who' of membership to include the 'how' and 'why' of political life: honour, role or purpose, power and so forth. Whether or not such values are actually achieved is of course less important than the shared sense of meaning they impart and the social cohesion this fosters. Indeed, broad social internalisation of officially articulated national identity is crucial for the state's legitimacy, and thus for its exercise of authority and its ability to mobilise willing compliance. 8 It is perhaps most accurate to say that national identity constrains and at the same time enables government action, thus helping to shape the ultimate trajectory of state building and international conduct. 9 This process of national identity formation and active reproduction is clearly evident in the post-Soviet Eurasian states.
Nation building in Eurasia: the fusion of civic and ethnic identities
By 1991 the Soviet practice of ethnicising politics (and promoting ethnic identification along historical-cultural lines) had become deeply entrenched. Thus despite their largely fictitious origins in Stalin's nationalities policy of divide and rule, these constructions provided one important basis for the separatist unrest that brought down the Soviet Union, an irony which has not gone unremarked. 10 Post-Soviet nation building has also continued the practice of officially prescribed historiography. Scholars and cultural elites have dutifully laboured to produce 'homeland myths', as well as myths of ancient origin, glorious descent and intrinsic national character. 11 For the most part ethnic, not religious, identities have been especially salient and highly politicised, leading some observers to refer to the 'ethnification of religion' in former Soviet Eurasia. Inasmuch as religion provides an important source of cultural solidarity, its expression has been officially manipulated and adapted to current social and political needs. 12 At the same time a curious dualism is evident in the policies of the postSoviet states. Officially, exclusivist ethnic nationalism is rejected by all (with the partial exception of Armenia); instead tolerance is espoused and the dangers of ethnic extremism are repeatedly stressed in multinational states such as Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Russia. Yet in practice, in all of the Eurasian countries except Russia, national identity projects have been pursued predominantly in ethnic terms. 13 For example in Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan, the titular nationality has accrued substantial advantages in political representation and cultural rights, but is tempered somewhat by the official self-image of multinationalism. This very ambivalence, as well as the overriding prominence of ethnic nationalist constructs, comes into play in the choice of foreign policies and institutional affiliations. While ethnic attachments are central to ongoing notions of national purpose, and for designation of Others, civic and even universalist ideas come to the fore as a product of heightened international interaction.
Eurasian identity narratives
What are the nature and significance of prevailing national identities in post-Soviet Eurasia? The evolution of national identity has produced three broad categories of states: those with a well-consolidated national identity; those where national identity remains contested, but where key cleavages are not ethnic; and those where there is significant identity fragmentation along ethnic lines. What follows is a brief overview which delineates the key similarities and differences among the Eurasian states, particularly with regard to the relationship between national identity and foreign policy orientation.
The first group includes Armenia and, at least superficially, Turkmenistan; that is, states with well-consolidated national identities. Clearly at one end of the spectrum is Armenia, which has a nearly homogeneous population and a unified national identity based on common cultural symbols and an image of historical suffering. 14 The war with Azerbaijan has led to a situation in which ethnic identity far outweighs any meaningful civic alternative. Along with Armenia, at least judging from surface appearances, it may be possible to include Turkmenistan in this category. Certainly the official national identity is pronounced, including an ethnicised self-representation replete with various Turkic and Islamic cultural symbols and inventions. 15 However, the Niyazov regime is so closed and so highly authoritarian that it is impossible to gauge accurately whether the apparent consensus over national identity is real, and anecdotal reports suggest it may not be.
The second group to be distinguished consists of Russia, Moldova and Azerbaijan: the national identity discourse in each remains essentially contested, but the key identity cleavages are not drawn along ethnic lines. Chechnya, Transdniestria and Nagorno-Karabakh are obviously glaring exceptions to this rule, but they make up only a small part of each country's total geographic space and identity discourse.
Analysts have stressed the multiplicity of competing narratives within the Russian polity, ranging from liberal-westerniser to unreconstructed neoSoviet. 16 Between 1991 and 2000, this welter of opposing voices prevented consolidation of an ideological basis for mobilisation. However, Vladimir Putin's emergence signals an effort to rebuild and strengthen the nationstate by invigorating a pragmatic statist discourse. While no definitive answer has emerged in the quest to define a unifying 'Russian idea', the mainstream debate has narrowed significantly as extreme right-and leftwing views have been marginalised.
One prominent theme involves the re-emergence of distancing from the West, along with an exceptionalist self-image as the embodiment of some transcendent truth or goodness, increasingly linked to Christian Orthodoxy. 17 This is often connected with an image of Russia as essentially a Eurasian 'great power'. In contrast, an equally important tendency identi-fies Russia as fully European, and as such set apart from America with regard to culture and security concerns. 18 Both narratives, however, share a predominantly geopolitical orientation to world politics. Another common feature is an insistence on maintaining preponderant influence in the 'near abroad', which appears to reflect an extension of native geopolitical space in Russian national consciousness. 19 Moldova has experienced a modern history of incorporation into the Russian empire and later annexation by the Soviet Union (with loss of territory to Ukraine). During perestroika a recrudescence of national identity took place, mainly through the rediscovery of Romanian roots. Since gaining independence, however, there has been a powerful resurgence of Moldovan identity, initially constructed along ethnic lines as Latin and historically Roman, including perhaps above all an assertion of non-Russian cultural particularity. This too changed, however, following the sharp reactions of the sizeable Gagauz and Ukrainian populations, resulting in the articulation of a civic Moldovan identity which has persisted alongside the ethnic variant. 20 The ultimate willingness of Moldovans to allow Gagauz autonomy has resulted in a relatively stable domestic order, aside from the smouldering conflict in Transdniestria. 21 Even here, as Stuart Kaufman has cogently argued, the conflict has been essentially elite-led, in contrast to Nagorno-Karabakh, where extensive and especially vicious ethnic violence has resulted in conflict being mass-led and self-perpetuating. 22 Finally, Azerbaijan presents a somewhat more ambiguous picture. It boasts a well-established official national identity associated with claims of a unique heritage based on an improbable blend of Turkism, Zoroastrianism, moderate Islam, and its historical function as 'bridge' between Asia and Europe along the Silk Road. 23 At the same time there remain strong local allegiances and ethnic distinctions, including submerged tensions between Azeris, Russians, and also Lezgins and Talysh (besides Armenians), as well as stubborn religious cleavages (roughly two thirds of the Islamic population is Shi'ite, one third Sunni). 24 This persistence of parochialism is hardly surprising inasmuch as there has been little historical basis for national identity formation among Azeri elites, who were significantly affected by russification and are still generally lukewarm in their expressions of panTurkism. 25 Perhaps the most powerful source of social cohesion and state legitimacy is the war in Nagorno-Karabakh, which has at least generated some degree of collective identity as victim of Armenian aggression 26 perhaps a slender reed on which to construct a national identity conducive to developmental state building in the future.
The third group of states includes Georgia, Ukraine and Kazakhstan, each of which is characterised by a substantial degree of identity fragmentation along ethnic lines. The most extreme example is Georgia, which provides something of a cautionary tale. Here civil war has been the legacy of virulent strains of ethnic nationalism and a refusal to accommodate difference, a pattern which emerged under Gorbachev and continued into the post-Soviet period. Intense identity fragmentation has resulted among ethnic Georgians, Abkhaz and Ossetians, each now residing within separate territorial enclaves. 27 This unfortunate outcome has been shaped by conscious strategies pursued by elites as well as by the nature of public institutions created to meet political demands.
A similar geographic patchwork quilt of identity formation can be observed in Ukraine, although with relatively greater mutual tolerance. From an ethnic perspective Ukraine includes some 21 million Ukrainophone Ukrainians, 17 million Russophone Ukrainians, and 11 million Russians. 28 These ethnic and linguistic categories generally correspond to distinct discourses of ethnic identity, including Ukrainophile, pan-Slavic and Russophile. 29 Here the absence of ethnic war owes largely to astute leadership and the existence of political institutions capable of giving voice to opposing demands, thus providing a context in which working compromises can tentatively be reached. 30 Yet the result has been a continued absence of an overarching national identity, aside from that which is officially proclaimed. Early efforts to impose a unifying 'national idea' from the top down by western Ukrainian decision-making and intellectual elites had clearly failed by 1994. It proved impossible to generate broad support for a national self-image as culturally and historically unique, based on an inclusivist civic conception, while at the same time mollifying pan-Slavic, Russophile and neo-Soviet identity holders. 31 Kazakhstan also offers an essentially comparable picture. While numerous smaller groups are scattered throughout the country, by far the largest nationalities are Kazakhs and Russians, the latter of which totals nearly 30 per cent of the population and is concentrated in the north. While the Russian diaspora remains highly problematic, it has not resulted in overt conflict or led to a stark polarisation of identities between Kazakhs and Russians in general. 32 This outcome can be traced to a prevailing official discourse that seeks to reconcile parallel identity projects. On the one hand, Nazarbaev's regime has worked hard to construct a national identity for the titular group through the familiar pattern of promoting the indigenous language and creating or reinventing national histories, cultural narratives and symbols in order to counter alternative identities of clan, tribe and region. While the delegation of this process to substate actors and their subsequent struggle for resources has actually led to some renewal of tribal identifications, Nazarbaev has succeeded in promoting a self-image of Kazakhstan as a Eurasian bridge. 33 On the other hand, Nazarbaev has been able to balance ethnic and civic variants of nation building, simultaneously championing the ideals of cultural traditionalism and republican multinationalism. He also allotted Russian an important role as the language of 'interethnic communication'. His success in these efforts is attributable in part to strategy and in part to his own leadership skill. 34 
Others in national identity
The construction of Others in Eurasia has taken place through intertwined processes which Graham Smith has called essentialisation, historicisation, and 'totalisation' or the use of absolute categories. 35 Here the use of dispositionally hostile and extreme imagery reproduces a situation of irreconcilable differences, which have proven extremely resistant to outside mediation. Essentialisation and totalisation have also tended to occur along ethnic lines. Such exaggerated and virulent myths of the Other are evident in Armenian and Azerbaijanian constructions of each other related to NagornoKarabakh 36 or in Georgia between ethnic Georgians and South Ossetians. 37 Historicisation can be seen, for example, in the tendency of cultural elites in Russia and western Ukraine to construct myths of national inception and development which are consistent with their preferred mutual relations. For western Ukrainians this means asserting the existence of an 'original' Ukrainian state as well as the depiction of later Russian domination, while Russians have tended to stress traditional cultural commonalities between the two communities. 38 Consequently, although western Ukrainian elites often strategically employ the rhetoric of Slavic brotherhood for Moscow's consumption and to include Russophiles in the east, the everyday discourse in this part of the country delineates Russian imperialists (and alien Asians) as incompatible Others. 39 In Russia, the discourse of national identity reproduction overwhelmingly includes the explicit identification of hostile Others abroad, such as Islamic fundamentalists and organised criminal gangs. 40 This increasingly includes anti-Americanism as well, since frustration over Russia's inability to achieve claims to geopolitical influence in Eurasia and to resurgent great power status are connected with an image of America as arrogant and imperialist. 41 Elsewhere, deep historical expressions of enmity towards Turkey figure prominently in Armenian identity narratives, which as already mentioned centre on a self-image of suffering and grief inflicted at the hands of the Turks. 42 Without belabouring the point further, such constructions of the Other are fundamental aspects of the overall identity formations prevailing in all of the Eurasian states.
Not surprisingly, Russia itself is the most important Other for all the remaining Eurasian states, with an unenviable image ranging from imperialist aggressor (as core of the Soviet Union) to cunning wielder of influence. For Armenia, Russia embodies a melange of identity traits including Christian Orthodox, enemy of Islam, and regional hegemon. Such identification provides the basis for military cooperation, especially vis-à-vis NagornoKarabakh. In Kazakhstan, Russia is widely viewed in starkly different terms among the Russian ethnic and non-Russian ethnic populations, as Slavic defender and potentially (but not dispositionally) threatening hegemon. The latter image figures prominently in official discourse and is used to rationalise a policy of close institutional networking and sensitivity to Russian security concerns. The ethnicised variant of nationalist discourse in Moldova treats Russia in far more nefarious terms as historical antagonist to Moldovan self-assertion. Whether constructed as benign or hostile, however, the Russian Other invariably looms over Eurasian elites as a vast presence, central to the reproduction of national identity. 43 An 44 Thus, like the remaining Central Asian states, they joined the Economic Cooperation Organisation and Islamic Confederation Organisation soon after the fall of the Soviet Union. 45 And yet Islam has also been tempered somewhat variously by Turkmenistan and Kazakhstan. Martha Brill Olcott observes that Turkmenistan has a larger devout population and has therefore pursued closer political and economic ties with the Islamic states of the Middle East than has Kazakhstan, which, given its image of Russia as potentially hostile, is committed to maintaining balanced relations with Moscow. 46 This has naturally influenced the nature of the imagery as well as the extent to which Islamic themes are included in national identity formation. Still, all three states share a deep concern over the prospect of fundamentalist unrest, which could undermine the dominant identity discourse and the state's social foundation.
In contrast Armenia and Russia, both of which border predominantly Islamic countries, share an image of an Islamic radicalism. This hostile Islamic Other has been linked closely to the process of identity formation in each state, producing constructs of the nation as Christian and 'Defender of Europe'. In Armenia one important identity narrative concerns historical conflicts with Ottoman foes; indeed the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is frequently depicted as the latest in a long series of historical battles with 'the Turks'. A similar observation applies to a lesser extent in Russia as well. Nevertheless, especially within Russian political discourse, this demonic imagery is rivalled by competing narratives of Islam. Many Russian commentaries distinguish between aggressive and peaceful variants of Islam, reflecting the fact that roughly twenty million citizens profess Islam as their religion. 47 In addition to negatively constructed Others, many Eurasian identity narratives include an array of potentially benignant Others in international society. Thus, for example, Turkey has played a key role in influencing Azerbaijan's post-Soviet identity formation and in providing more concrete forms of cooperation as well. 48 By far the most salient Other, however, is the West and in particular the United States (although there is a salient strain of ambivalence towards America as well). Elites in all of the states of western Eurasia have sought to cultivate a 'European' identity in a broad cultural sense. This cultivation of a European identity serves domestic legitimating goals, in part by helping regimes distance themselves from the Soviet past. It has also been useful for gaining acceptance as members of the fraternity of 'advanced' states. 49 For some elites, normative gravitation towards the West is a way of demonstrating the political affinity needed to obtain military and economic assistance. This orientation is true in Ukraine, Georgia and Azerbaijan, where Russian imperial images are rife and where leadership elites have at times sought American security guarantees and even lobbied for admission to NATO. Yet identification with the West is more than merely instrumental. Western economic and political practices are often described as inherently positive and are typically equated with 'civilised' ways. Thus, across Eurasia national identity formation clearly includes not only nativist but also cosmopolitan features.
State capacity
In addition to analysing the way in which national identity determines the direction of foreign policy, it is necessary to consider state strength (or weakness). State capacity directly bears on the viability of state-brokered international institutions. It is useful to follow Michael Mann's conceptualisation of 'infrastructural power' as 'the capacity of the state to actually penetrate civil society, and to implement logistically political decisions'. 50 State weakness, then, in addition to meaning simply the absence of infrastructural power, involves a condition in which non-state elites retain their own cross-cutting segments of social control and may even operate through nominal state institutions. 51 The term also implies an absence of coordinated monitoring and policing mechanisms for managing diffuse security threats. 52 While institutional coherence and control over resources are thus important determinants of state capacity, so too is the existence of a prevailing and well-institutionalised national identity. The state's ability to promote -and link itself with -a consolidated national identity is vital to its exercise of authority.
The clear outlier with respect to state capacity in Eurasia is Turkmenistan, with its highly authoritarian and frequently coercive regime. While similar charges are sometimes levelled against the Aliev and Nazarbaev regimes in Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan, respectively, the latter do allow considerable room for dissenting opinion and independent civil society organisation. Indeed, on this score even Belarus appears relatively liberal in comparison with Turkmenistan. In any case the exercise of coercion and manipulation of fear in Turkmenistan makes it difficult to evaluate apparent state strength in some areas, such as the depth of consensus on core political matters. Yet the Niyazov regime does not seem to have a great deal of overall infrastructural strength regarding implementation or the ability to realise stated goals, owing largely to the fact that it remains so woefully poor that its physical and institutional capacity is limited.
The other states provide easier objects for interpretation. In Armenia the corollary of a unified national identity is indeed a strong state, one able to achieve popular mobilisation and implementation of central directives. This outcome is especially striking given the fact that state-building elites in Armenia faced the same problems of internal fragmentation that elites in Georgia and Azerbaijan did. While the resulting embattled identity has impeded development, most dramatically in blocking consideration of a 'peace pipeline' carrying Caspian oil from Azerbaijan, the state has succeeded in stabilising itself through close association with ethnic nationalist goals in Nagorno-Karabakh. 53 Elsewhere, states experiencing at least substantial identity contestation do appear to have compromised state strength as a result. In Russia, for example, Putin's preferred means of accomplishing his state-building goals involves the introduction of fairly authoritarian practices, including centralisation of political authority, establishing direct ties with the regions, and putting pressure on the independent press. 54 These measures are intended to repair a condition of marked state weakness which has existed since 1991, in which central institutions have been repeatedly challenged by local organs and 'oligarchs', and have generally lacked extractive and enforcement capacity. 55 This picture appears to be changing, however, as Putin's emergence signals an effort to rebuild and strengthen the nation-state by invigorating a pragmatic statist discourse. Yet state weakness clearly remains a problem in autonomous ethnic republics, particularly in the Caucasus, where a jumbled assortment of unstable regions is either in the midst or on the verge of civil war. 56 Similarly in Azerbaijan the state, highly personalised in the figure of Heydar Aliev, is extensively associated with official representations of national identity, such as showy parades and folk festivals. This strategy is part of an evident bid to enhance state legitimacy and authority. Nevertheless, the centre remains limited in its ability to coordinate and respond quickly to developments in the periphery. 57 Much the same might be said of Kazakhstan, where Nazarbaev has gone to great lengths to present the state as the very embodiment of national identity. Yet here too, in Almaty and especially in the Russian ethnic regions of the north, the centre struggles to achieve its developmental and organisational goals.
Georgia, finally, appears to be fast approaching the extreme of failed statehood. At the time of writing, the Shevardnadze regime had lost control over Abkhazia, Ajaria and much of South Ossetia, faced potentially major opposition in Javakhetia and Mingrelia, and was under siege in Tbilisi itself. Moreover, a massive Russian troop presence along the Abkhazian frontier and in several military bases underlined the ineffectual nature of the regime's domestic and foreign policies. In this context even to speak of a prevailing 'Georgian' identity is something of a misnomer. Instead, such references pertain to ideas held by those within the central heartlands around the capital. Certainly, the holders of such an identity are limited in their ability to contribute to any hypothetical Eurasian security institutions.
Conclusion: implications for institution building in Eurasia
Of course, the process of nation building is relevant not only for state building but also for establishing international institutions. The viability of such institutions is determined not only by their design or abstract functional capacity, but also by the degree to which the purposes they serve conform to the identities of their members. 58 For example, exploring identity formation helps explain the operational tendency in Russia to conceptualise the 'near abroad' as its exclusive sphere of influence. The prevailing tendencies in discourse have expressed the selfimage of an embattled great power surrounded by hostile or opportunistic Others. Accordingly, Russian approaches to the CIS generally incorporated assumptions of Russocentric control as well as a blurring of economic and security spheres.
In return, shared images of the Russian imperialist Other were instrumental in leading most states to reject this Russian approach and to resist joining, or fully participating in, the CIS structure. 59 Instead, informed by their Eurasian or European self-understandings and Other-images, they moved to join the EU-backed Transport Corridor Europe Caucasus Asia (TRACECA) plan for energy integration in order to by-pass Russia, despite the fact that on strictly pragmatic grounds such a notion was largely illusory. 60 Similarly, the combination of imperial understandings of Russia and self-understandings as European countries on the part of Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova facilitated the creation of GUAM, an economic and political association which has made overtures to the West. Even prior to GUAM, the reproduction of a European identity has played an important role in Ukraine's dealings with the West. 61 In the security sphere, this has included early entry into NATO's PfP Programme and obtaining western guarantees in return for joining the Non-Proliferation Treaty and eliminating its nuclear weapons; in the economic sphere, it has meant a Partnership and Cooperation Agreement with the EU as well as the provision of American development aid. 62 At the other extreme is Turkmenistan, which has steadfastly refused to join post-Soviet institutions, citing principled neutrality.
An exception is Kazakhstan, which under Nazarbaev has pursued an institutional membership policy that mirrors its complex identity discourse. As discussed above, Nazarbaev has pursued a skilful balancing act of promoting national identity on Kazakh ethnic lines while also embracing civic identity themes designed to assuage the fears of Russian ethnics and their protectors in Moscow. This wish to propitiate Russia and China, while still cultivating western investment, has resulted in an extremely flexible, if not protean, foreign policy. As one element of this overall balancing strategy, Nazarbaev has consistently pushed for a formal institutionalisation of Kazakhstan's interdependence with Russia. Not only did he support Mikhail Gorbachev's All Union Treaty concept, but after the fall of the Soviet Union he championed the formation of a 'Eurasian Union', which would resurrect some degree of trade integration and which prefigured the formation in 2000 of a Eurasian Economic Union (EEU) (along with Belarus, Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan). 63 This notion of Eurasianism, however, has always had broader implications as well, including bringing together East and West through traditional trade routes and perhaps offering a vehicle for bridging and even reconciling their different sociopolitical systems. 64 How much analytical purchase do we get, ultimately, through such an understanding of national identity formation? One valid response would be that it provides a partial corrective to approaches that would attribute the foreign policy conduct of Eurasian states to organisational and/or material conditions alone. Assuming that current constructs are not displaced by globalisation, a crucial factor will be national identity. Thus, the prevailing discourse in (heartland) Georgia under Shevardnadze has revealed a markedly European identity, consistent with its foreign policy orientation. In contrast, Kazakhstan -with an essentially similar geopolitical position -has been characterised by a Eurasianist discourse, and has taken a far more balanced approach than Georgia, including a willingness to commit to regional economic and security institutions.
It bears repeating that the above observations are not equivalent to an assertion that identity formation caused such policy outcomes. Making such a case formally would require ruling out liberal structural explanations at the domestic level as well as demonstrating causal directionality (identity shapes policy rather than the reverse) through careful content analysis and process tracing. Nevertheless, the consolidation of national identities, and their institutionalisation as part of state building, is consequential for understanding the current and prospective dynamic of interstate relations in post-Soviet space.
Where does this leave us with regard to the outlook for security institutions? Of course, the obvious first answer is that it depends on the type of institutional arrangement envisioned. After all, the range of multilateral institutions extends from issue-specific and pragmatic regimes all the way to general and highly principled security communities. At the low end of the gradient, relatively limited forms of functional cooperation do not require the existence of common or collective identities (except perhaps at the most basic level, such as the shared identity of sovereign statehood). 65 At the other end of the cooperative spectrum, however, shared identities are indispensable, especially in the security sphere. Even short of full-blown community formation, a significant degree of trust or perceived commonality would seem to be essential in order for shared security arrangements to emerge. 66 The foregoing analysis of the Eurasian identity terrain suggests that there is currently no common, overarching identity among the post-Soviet successor states in Eurasia that might provide a sound basis for stable collective security institutionalisation. On the contrary, a general absence of shared identities bodes poorly for third-party-induced organisation, except perhaps among smaller groups of states which hold imperial or enemy images of Russia. Even in this case, however, a common identity foundation for cooperation may not suffice in the absence of state capacity. In Georgia and Moldova, for example, problems of state weakness have not only contributed to ethnic conflict but also impaired international peacekeeping efforts. 67 The outlook for stable economic cooperation is probably not much brighter. An exception is the states of the EEU, which are either partly coidentified with Russia (Belarus) or dependent economically and militarily (Armenia and to a lesser extent Kazakhstan). Yet even here the disjunction between identity formation and institutional purpose suggests that the degree and duration of cooperative organisation may not be great. For that matter, the prospects for Eurasian involvement in international trade and investment flows remains poor, and few are strong candidates for future WTO membership besides Russia and Kazakhstan. Conditions for liberal development and interdependence are generally absent, while mercantilism is made more likely by prevailing threat perceptions and security anxieties. 68 Judging from prevailing identity narratives, then, the most likely prospect is for a continuation of weakly institutionalised economic and security space throughout post-Soviet Eurasia, at least for the foreseeable future. 
Notes

